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REMARKS 

The appUcanr has received and reviewed office action of March 18, 2005 wherein ihe <rffice stated 
claims 8-12 we«j rejected under 35 U.S.C 103 as being unpatenteble over Hdig 3.628,829 in view 
of Simpldns et al. 5.43 1^9; claims 13-14 were rejected under 3S US.C. 103 as being unpatentable 
over HeUg in view of Simpkins and further in view of Baker et el. The office stated that claims 15-17 
were objected to because they wete dq«.ndettt on a rejected base claim bat would be allowable if 
written in independent form. 

In regard to the rejection of claims 8-12 on the combination of Heilig 3.628.829 and Simpkins ei al. 
5,431^. the ^plicant points out office bas.s the 103 rejection on combination of structural 
^ from two different devices, neither of which perform appUcant's function of i > ^?Tiop of shock, 

Each of Helig and Simpldns are contr^ l^hings since both of them arc for simulating 
motion is^ column 1 lines ^ 10 in Simpkins arui column lines 4^17 of Helig). It is submitted that tf 
^0.. Simpldn. or HeUg are for Ure purpose of isolating shocks as taught by applicant and theref«c 
the combination can not teach the isolating shock a. coni^ned in claims 8- 12. 

I. .^d to Claims 13- 14. the office toc^ the p<»ition tl. claims were unpatentable over Helig in view 
of Simpkins et aland Further in View of Baker. AS pointedoutabovcHdig and Simpkins are 

^ teachings since both of them are for simtdating motion (see column 1 lines ^10 in Sunpkms 
and cdumn Unes ^17 of Helig). A review of Baker reveals th«he also has a motion simulator 
^t^m. (see column 1 Unes 1 1-13) It is further submit^ that if neither Simpkins, Hdig or Baker 
areforthepurposesofisolatingshocksasclaimedinclaims 13-14 that the combina^on of 

« u A t»,.«.fore can not teach the istdating shock as contained m claims 1 1- 
Simpkins, Helig or Baker and therefore can not leacn wi 
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It is noted that claims 15-17 were considered allowable U' rewritten; however, it is submitted that base 
dWm 8 U allowable and that claims 15^17 which are dependent on claim 8 are allowable. In 
summaiy. daitns 8-17 are in aUowable condition and a notice of allowance is lespeotfoUy reqtiesrcd. 
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